One of the ways to identify the difficulties that confront persons who are queer, not white, not Western, not male, and in multiple other ways different from modes of identification that have designed and achieved the status of "normal," is that they participate less actively in constructing the significance of their own identities than do those normal others. Because this significance is largely a result of the agency of others-that is, because someone else establishes the meaning of such identities and also the way such persons fit into reality-this significance can be called colonized. Such colonization is a powerful interpretive gesture involving the projection of an identity for an entire group of people, a projection encompassing the past of that identity-the process of its formation-as well as its future possibilities. In thus establishing the terms of past and future, this interpretive gesture renders both the identity and the resistance of the colonized consciousness always already appropriated: both alternatives-to assume the role assigned to it by the dominant group or culture, or to oppose it inverting the hierarchy and celebrating those characteristics of identity that are devalued by the dominant group or cultureare tethered to this powerful interpretive gesture inasmuch as that interpretation is still setting the terms for understanding the reality of the non-dominant group. This control by the dominant group of both options-acceptance and refusal-is the troubling bind of colonization.
PhaenEx
This problem is a persistent one, but it is one for which Frantz Fanon"s attempt to deal with the dilemma of colonized consciousness in the context of Algerian decolonization offers a uniquely powerful solution. Fanon"s challenge is to identify the possibility of agency and resistance for a colonized subject, whose agency has been shaped and organized by others in certain ways, and whose resistance is appropriated by the system being resisted in that it is always already determined by it. Fanon"s solution is a national consciousness of a particular kind, aided by violence, but a national consciousness that would prepare the ground for a new kind of humanity and internationalism-that Europe, he says, could not create. It is a "national consciousness" that would be "capable of giving us an international dimension," a "national liberation" that would put "the nation on the stage of history," which is a shared stage (Wretched
179-80, Damnés 235).
In Rogues, Jacques Derrida explores a tension that is similar to the one in Fanon"s writing between nationalism and internationalism, and that, I will argue, provides a new answer to the question of how to reconcile Fanon"s international, humanist hope with his national consciousness and advocacy of divisive violence. This tension is located, for Derrida, between particularity and particular democracies, on the one hand, and, on the other, something like the internal impetus in the concept of democracy to universality and universal concern, or (and Derrida struggles to name it) "democracy to come," "the concept to come of democracy," "what democracy is," which is "a meaning in waiting, still empty or vacant" (Rogues 8-9). Derrida suggests that a de-limited, particular, sovereign democracy, which is essentially closed off to its others, is alone capable of responding to the demand of democracy for democracy-a demand that propels such a particular democracy beyond the de-limited borders of its own sovereignty, beyond its own restricted attempts to answer its own demands. Democracy exists only in the consciousness in a global political context that is suspicious of it. More specifically, I will argue that we can take from Fanon the following idea: the reconstitution of agency in the wake of colonialism requires a national consciousness, but, although this national consciousness rejects the universality presented by the political terms of the West, it offers an image of a different kind of universality, one helpfully articulated in the terms that Derrida uses to explain democracy.
I. The colonial production of significance
Let us begin by exploring the problem of what kind of agency is available for one whose identity is interpreted and shaped by others, showing how in Fanon"s powerful explication of the experience of being black and colonized is found a sophisticated account of agency in the context of restriction. Fanon begins the pivotal chapter of Black Skin, White Masks, "The Lived Experience of the Black Man," by narrating his slow discovery of the way in which every piece of him and every account he gives of himself has already been captured and construed by the system of significance of the "white man" and of colonization.
2 Everywhere he turns, and in everything he does, he runs into a white explanation of his behaviour and a white interpretation of reality and his place in it. When subjected to "an objective gaze," Fanon writes, I "discovered my blackness, my ethnic features; deafened by cannibalism, backwardness, fetishism, racial stigmas, slave traders, and above all, yes, above all, the grinning Y a bon Banania" (Black Skin 92, Peau Noire 90). 3 Dismembered by colonization, the black man"s fragments are "put together by another," an other self, a white self (Black Skin 89, Peau Noire 88). The black man is composed as a self and a body by the white man: "The data I used were provided … by the Other, the white man, who had woven me out of a thousand details, anecdotes, and stories"
(Black Skin 91, Peau Noire 90). 4 In order, then, to participate in meaning, interpretation, and action, the black man must turn to the only script that is left to him-the script produced by the white world. However, since this schema is premised on the assumption that black subjects do not make their own sense or meaning, the black man is defined as incapable of adopting it; he cannot attempt to be an agent in a system that defines him as a non-agent (Black Skin 94, Peau Noire 92). The white world ties agency and responsibility to individuals, and then refuses to recognize the "black man" or colonized subject as an individual.
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In an even more powerful gesture, the black man"s desire-a matter of his becoming and his future-is also colonized, according to Fanon. The white man is the black man"s future;
"white" is who he wants to be; "white" represents everything there is that is worthwhile in the world, or that the world recognizes as worthwhile. In The Wretched of the Earth, Fanon remarks that the gaze that the colonized subject casts at the colonist"s sector is a look of lust, a look of envy. Dreams of possession. Every type of possession: of sitting at the colonist"s table and sleeping in his bed, preferably with his wife. The colonized man is an envious man. The colonist is aware of this as he catches the furtive glance, and constantly on his guard, realizes bitterly that: "They want to take our place." And it"s true that there is not one colonized subject who at least once a day does not dream of taking the place of the colonist. (Wretched 5, Damnés 43) Even the colonized subject"s aspiration and orientation to the future and to the possibility of transformation are captured and diverted by the phenomenon of colonization. Further, the goods that are presented as desirable are the result of the exploitation of him; they are the goods he produces under the yoke of colonialist exploitation. Thus the black man finds himself in a bind, desiring for himself the products of the very system that relies on exploiting him. His desire-to be like the colonist and have what the colonist has-amounts to a kind of acquiescence to and agency in his own subordination. PhaenEx According to Fanon, this colonization of desire, the so to speak "psychic fallout" of colonization, can be resolved only by means of the severance of the link between white, Western, and capitalist, on the one hand, and all that is desirable, on the other. To sever this link, the white world must be removed, says Fanon. The terms set by the colonizing power have proven incapable of helping the colonized subject work through his particular desire and complexes, and gain resources for the (re-)construction of significance, since these terms were directly employed in the exploitation of this subject.
What must take the place of the white world is an alternative framework of significance, a physically and politically independent environment that resists discursive engagement with colonial power, that in so doing reappropriates and reconstructs space for psychic development, and that takes on the project of decolonization as a social and collective one. What must develop is a national consciousness that will help this subject free himself from the complexes created by the colonial environment, from the suffocating reality of being made a player in an already existent system, from having his agency and significance defined from the outside.
Fanon"s desire, therefore, is that the colonized subject refuses the principles and mechanisms offered and spread by Western colonial powers, to be oriented instead by the local and determinate circumstances shaped by those powers. In order to foster free, flourishing, and democratic subjects whose cooperation in political self-determination is valued, the colonized subject must refuse to engage the rest of the world, to participate in a global universality. For the sake of inclusiveness and responsiveness, that is, it must first be exclusive-it must be a nation, a national consciousness. Let us now turn to a more detailed discussion of Fanon"s national consciousness, and his refusal of a certain kind of universality.
II. National consciousness
Fanon argues that the project of decolonization in Algeria requires national consciousness and a national culture. The national consciousness he attempts to describe and mobilize, however, is of a very particular kind, not to be confused with a nationalism that takes its lead from racial, regional, or religious identity-that is, from an identity that is taken to be already comprehensively defined and to be attached to a particular past or narrative. This national consciousness has four central aspects: 1) the nation is not original but produced through colonization; 2) national consciousness cannot be defined prior to its emergence in the process of active struggle against the colonizer; 3) national consciousness is effective against Western power in that by virtue of its specificity it challenges the increasing homogeneity of global capitalism; and 4) the emergence of national consciousness requires the violent eradication of the entire colonial system. First, the nation is not original; the group that becomes a nation is defined as such by a socioeconomic system run at its expense. Its identity is produced through the experience of colonization. 6 European colonialism involved the importation of various kinds of non-indigenous technology, political and police rule, systems of communication, forms of cultural expression and social organization, etc., which entailed the production of new forms of self-consciousness and new perceptions of the significance of human activities and human beings. Fanon, in turn, is not arguing on behalf of a national political entity or national feeling that has its source in the past and a static identity and that encourages arbitrarily exclusive attitudes towards other static PhaenEx national forms; he is not glorifying, for instance, a pseudo-mythical origin in shared characteristics such as race or religion, the heritage of which must be jealously guarded. On
Fanon"s account a colonized people was produced by the colonial context, and to rise up in the form of a nation would be to acknowledge the fact of this situation and identify it as a production. It is to become conscious of, and active on behalf of, the subordinated subjects the colonizing powers have created; it is for these subjects to establish the conditions under which they can produce their own significance. Fanon"s nation is the site of its citizens" cultural, social, economic, and political development, which is a matter of the future, and of the dynamism of possibility-not a matter of the celebration of a glorious past. 7 In sum, the first aspect of Fanon"s nationalism is that the nation around which it is mobilized is not original but produced, and that the way to appropriate this productive power is to self-consciously take up such appropriation as a project.
Second, Fanon says that national consciousness and culture will only emerge and be given shape through struggle against the colonizer, or through the exercise, and indeed discovery, of an agency of resistance. In "This is the Voice of Algeria," Fanon observes fragmented acts, ideas, and pieces of reality congealing through struggle into an organized and real identity:
The fragments and splinters of acts gleaned by the correspondent of a newspaper more or less attached to the colonial domination, or communicated by the opposing military authorities, lost their anarchic character and became organized into a national and Algerian political idea, assuming their place in an overall strategy of the reconquest of the people"s sovereignty. The scattered acts fitted into a vast epic … (A Dying Colonialism 84)
The nation of this national consciousness does not yet have an identity delineated on its own terms, precisely because it is brought into existence through oppression and carries the stigma and injury of this oppression in its stilted agency. Only in eliminating the system of significance that brought it into being can it come to perceive itself as capable of independence, of elaborating and ascertaining values (Wretched 40, Damnés 79). To define the nation through the exercise of an agency of resistance, through acts in which one finds oneself to be powerful even in opposition to that force that has defined one"s power, is the most effective way, in this context, to define and shape an independent identity as a nation.
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The shape of this national consciousness cannot be defined and delineated prior to that struggle, according to Fanon, because the identity attributed to it by the colonizer is an inferior and invalid identity, and the identity available to it in the imagined past, prior to colonization, is no longer purely accessible on its own terms, independently of the signifying mediation of the colonizing power. 9 The discourse of colonization colonizes also the past, turning the past nation into a nation that was destined for failure and reliant on the colonizing people for its salvation, while to attempt a complete return to the past would be to mistakenly presume that the mediation of colonization had no real impact on the way the nation is imagined. The task of the colonized subject is, as Fanon writes, "to put an end to the history of colonization … in order to bring to life the history of the nation, the history of decolonization" (Wretched 15, Damnés 53)-that is, to bring to life a new history. The new nation must produce also a new past, created and reremembered as the possibility of a different future. What can now be asserted about this new nation is that it is fundamentally different from the world of the colonizer (Wretched 6, Damnés 44), but what it will be, will only be discovered through its creation. As Sartre writes in the preface to The Wretched of the Earth, "the true culture is the revolution, meaning it is forged while the iron is hot" (Wretched xlvii, Damnés 21).
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The third aspect of national consciousness is the demand that it oppose the particular political and economic shape that colonization has taken: the shape of global Western capitalism.
If the system that continues to perpetuate the subordination of nations that are in the process of de-colonizing is the political economy of European capitalism that ignores national borders and human self-determination in the name of the flow of capital and surplus value, then resistance to it requires the assertion of national borders in the name of self-determination and human value.
The task for this nation, for Fanon, is to take itself out of this global, homogenized economy that has created it as an irreversibly subordinate player.
In weakness of the underdeveloped countries" national consciousness" not just to "the colonized subject"s mutilation by the colonial regime" but also "to the apathy of the national bourgeoisie, its mediocrity, and its deeply cosmopolitan mentality" (Wretched 98, Damnés 146). With his critique of this cosmopolitan mentality, we see a suggestion of that internationalism or universalism from which he will distinguish his own, a distinction to which I will turn in the next section.
The fourth characteristic to note about Fanon"s particular vision of nationhood, and the one that has probably inspired the most controversy, is that the creation of the new nation requires violence, or, as he writes in Toward the African Revolution, "the total destruction of the colonial system" (105). 11 In the various comments he makes we can discern four reasons for the violence that he observes, or reasons for colonized subjects to exercise violence. First, because the colonized nation was only brought into existence and maintained through violence, to use violence against it is to refuse to pretend, by responding with the language of reason, that the interpretive gesture and interaction initially employed were rational, and, as such, expressive of a sharedness conducive to discourse. The use of violence reveals the fact that the colonized subject has been cut out of the communicative context, unrecognized as capable of reasoned deliberation, and that he is reasonable, not unreasonable, in expecting that communication will be ineffective. Violence establishes for them a separate and shared ground that becomes available for the production of an indivisible nation of the future, the value of which is not predicated on its usefulness or attachment to the colonist. Third, Fanon implicitly argues that violence restores the self-confidence and agency of the colonized subject, fostering his belief in the possibility that he can create value in the absolute absence of the creator of value, the colonizer-with all ties cut, his agency is still operative. 13 We can discern this reason in the fact that Fanon calls violence "work" and "absolute agency that will not be peacefully given, emerges the possibility of a world that is homogeneous in this sense, a world that provides a foundation for a self-propelled heterogenizationdifferences as generated from within, not imposed from without. But this is not an "all," a universality, that already exists; the work of the nation has to be undergone for this universality to be attained. Let us now turn to this issue of universality.
III. Colonization and false universality
Fanon"s critique of colonialism and his mobilization of national consciousness cause him to reject the promises and resources of the West, including its universal political ideals; his national consciousness leads him to an exclusivity that sits uncomfortably with the inclusivity purported by Western liberal ideals such as freedom, equality, and self-determination. In this section I will give an account of the way in which these ideals are problematic, falsely universal, and complicit in the oppression of colonized subjects. I will also introduce, however, an alternative approach to the possibility of universal political ideals, which in the final section will be elaborated on the basis of the terms of Derrida"s philosophy.
Defence What is at issue here is a deeper, more abstract point concerning the mechanics of the operation of principle, one that makes sense of Fanon"s simultaneous commitment to and hostility towards universal principles. Every universal ideal must be worked out in a particular place and in a particular life. It cannot remain formal; it is wedded to particular conditions and given content by particular contexts. Freedom and self-determination will take the shape they do depending on the subjects, groups, or nations determining themselves. Such ideals must be limited in order to be fulfilled; they can only operate, that is, if their universality is made specific, if they are exercised in specific ways for singular people.
Thus, universal ideals will look different depending on the context in which they are invoked. In fact, a Westerner may have an easier time denying the contextualized reality of the ideal, by the contingent fact that she may find it easy to live in the mode of self-reliance in abstraction from a particular context. The colonized subject, on the other hand, may find it more difficult-it may be more necessary for her to rely on her particular attachments for the ends of agency and, indeed, survival. In the context of this difference, the particularity of context for the colonized subject is de facto more significant than it is for the Westerner.
What does this point entail for the post-colonial situation? The French colonization of Algeria has produced this colonized nation, a nation with particular, not universal, characteristics, needs, and values. To assume that universal values can be indifferently applied to this particular situation is to fail to honour and satisfy these values, since applying them indifferently entails violently concealing the particular conditions of this nation"s production and its particular sense of itself. That is, to apply such universal principles indifferently would result in destroying a nation"s freedom, equality, and self-determination. Ideals or principles must be realized in a particular time and place, and in response to a particular set of needs and demands, and they must be consciously identified as so doing. They cannot be dissociated from a specific terrain or articulated without reference to it. If they are employed to erase specificity, then their founding commitment has been seriously undermined. Indeed, in such a context they remain specific-that is, attached to the desires and character of the colonizing power-but that specificity is concealed.
One way, therefore, in which the colonizing power advertently or inadvertently provides its own answer to the experience of the colonized subject-erasing that subject"s agency by
showing that it has answered all questions, possessed all possibilities, and essentially become the glorious fate of the colonized subject-is that it promises universal liberation with "the richness of Western values" (Wretched 8, Damnés 46). First this system becomes wealthy and "autonomous" through its exploitation of the colonized subject, and then it purports to have the tools by which she can transcend her own exploitation and the injury that has accompanied it.
Even liberated identity is received identity; even freedom can be imposed. The colonized subject cannot be the responsible agent of the ideals she inherits, the self-determining subject whose very possibility is proclaimed by these values; she is a receptacle of value, not an agent of it.
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This is the universality offered by the Manichaean system; it is not the universality to which Fanon alludes. 16 Fanon offers an evocative illustration of the problematic nature of inheriting freedom when he writes, in Black Skin White Masks:
One day, a good white master, who exercised a lot of influence, said to his friends: "Let"s be kind to the niggers."
So the white masters grudgingly decided to raise the animal-machine man to the supreme rank of man, although it wasn"t easy.
Slavery shall no longer exist on French soil.
The upheaval reached the black man from the outside. The black man was acted upon. Values that were not engendered by his actions, values not resulting from the systolic gush of his blood, whirled around him in a colourful dance. The upheaval did not differentiate the black man … As master, the white man told the black man: "You are now free." But the black man does not know the price of freedom because he has never fought for it.
From time to time he fights for liberty and justice, but it"s always for a white liberty and a white justice, in other words, for values secreted by his masters.
17 A particular political context is necessary for elaborating and satisfying the ideals of liberty and justice, for doing justice to the needs and desires of a citizenry, yet these ideals can be wielded in such a way as to violently suppress such particular contexts.
The requirement that there be a specific context for these values and ideals, however, does not entail their rejection. To think that these values and ideals are inappropriate to the struggle for decolonization is to think in the Manichaean terms of the West. Values can "cross the line," so to speak, in light of and in the interest of the future possible eradication of this line.
But they cannot be invoked in disregard of the situations and subjects through and for which they are enacted. Their embodiment in particular political contexts is necessary, even though these will be partial, incapable of attaining justice for everybody, and only successful in accomplishing justice for some if they do not try to accomplish it for all. This exercise of universality in the context of particularity, where each is in tension with the other, is required by what I have called "genuine" universality-or universality that is made to reckon with the inevitable particularity of the domains of its enactment-and it is opposed to the false universality of the liberal Western
context. To explore further what this means and what it looks like, let us now look at Derrida"s
Rogues and at what he calls the essentially aporetic structure of democracy (86).
IV. Fanon, Derrida, and the (im)possibility of universality
Derrida"s invocation, in Rogues, of exclusive democracies and a "democracy to come" (see 8) offers another avenue through which to understand the depth of Fanon"s insights into the colonial situation and the tension and relationship between universal principles and the particular contexts of their enactment and expression. The basic insight Derrida offers here can be articulated in two parts. First, democracy, and the ideals by which its democratic promises are carried out, must and always does take a particular shape and have a particular content.
Democracy is always only realized in particular democracies and in response to the needs of particular people, such that every democracy is different from every other-there is no essential or proper way in which it exists. Every democracy, in order to be made to respond to the people who lend it legitimacy, is bound by a kind of duty of self-delimitation; it must be exclusive and be shaped so as to be able to effectively engage with those whom it has "chosen" to hear, those whom it has "allowed" to participate in democratic self-governance. But every democracy also jeopardizes its democratic character if it is exclusive in this way, if it exercises sovereign independence. The basic principle of democracy involves a commitment to the principle of human self-governance, whatever shape that governance may take, and whatever human beings may enact it. Hence Derrida"s second point: in addition to the necessity of democratic delimitation there is the necessity of democratic unlimitedness or openness; at the heart of democracy lies also an impetus to absolute inclusiveness and universality.
Democracies are fraught with tension, ambivalence, and even contradiction, which is apparent in many ways. They may be mobilized to protect individual singularity with law, which through its indifference to singularity also conceals the significance of singularity. They may be made to aim for justice if they are limited to the goal of justice for some and not all. They must be made passively open to the demands that are made of them, but they must also be made to take shape in response to those demands, and must retain sufficient power so as to be able to respond to them. They are characterized by a commitment to deliberation, but such deliberation must end in order that sovereign, singular decisions may be made, decisions that protect and respond to the process of deliberation. The ideal of democracy is ambivalent in these ways and more; it is always under challenge and question. When an answer to the question of how to put into practice democratic ideals is formulated, which must happen, democratic practice and procedure is put to an end, and the possibility of different answers to this question is closed off.
Thus Derrida says that democracy will never exist, in the sense of a present existence: not because it will be deferred but because it will always remain aporetic in its structure (force without force, incalculable singularity and calculable equality, commensurability and incommensurability, heteronomy and autonomy, indivisible sovereignty and divisible or shared sovereignty, an empty name, a despairing messianicity or a messianicity in despair, and so on). (Rogues 86) Derrida calls this tension-this insurmountably self-undermining nature-autoimmunity. 18 In each of its attempts to give itself shape, to respond to the demands of its nature, a democracy puts its very nature to the test. Any specific attempt to be democratic threatens the very existence of democracy.
Let us look more closely at two particular and related exemplifications of democracy"s aporetic structure, which will provide a basis for discussing the tension Fanon identifies between the nation and internationalism: the tensions between inclusion and exclusion, and between sovereignty as indivisible and sovereignty as shared, divisible, or unconditional. On the one hand, a democracy must be exclusive and sovereign: it must exclude outsiders in order to be able to respond to the needs of a people, and it must at times exclude the minority within the democracy, in the interest of having a framework and policies take shape around the will of "the people." 19 A sovereign decision must be made in order that these needs be satisfied, and democratic deliberation must thereby be closed off. On the other hand, however, democracy is also committed, "in the name of universal equality," to representing "the weakness of the weak, minors, minorities, the poor, and all those throughout the world who call out in suffering for a legitimately infinite extension of what are called human rights" (Rogues 36). Its power, sovereignty, and exclusive identity must be laid down at the feet of the powerless, in an act that testifies to its very motivating principle: the concern for inclusion and universal selfdetermination; indeed, the very purpose of exclusiveness and sovereignty is to empower responsiveness, to sustain the ability to respond to the immigrant, the refugee, the homeless, the needy. Whereas sovereignty concerns the kratos of democracy-its unified, singular poweropenness to otherness favours the "anyone or whoever" (Rogues 58), the "first to happen by" (Rogues 86), the demos of democracy; indeed, the word itself is ambivalent or in tension with PhaenEx itself. Democratic self-determination requires what seems to be non-democratic, non-universal exclusion. Democratic justice also requires what seems to be non-democratic injustice;
democratic freedom requires what seems to be non-democratic constraint. All of these apparently non-democratic aspects-exclusion, injustice, constraint-are necessary for the existence of actual democracies. Exclusion and indivisible sovereignty exist for the sake of and in the name of inclusion and shared sovereignty, and vice versa.
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Hence the dual meaning of Derrida"s use of the term de-limit. On the one hand, a democracy must be delimited in the sense of limiting itself, in order to respond to the articulation of particular need "in the name of the singular urgency of a here and now" (Rogues 38). On the other hand, however, this de-limitation is a questioning of limits, a removal of limits, an openness to becoming different. In Rogues, Derrida cites his own Politics of Friendship, naming both aspects of this delimitation: there exists "the possibility and the duty for democracy itself to de-limit itself … Delimitation not only in the name of a regulative Idea and an indefinite perfectibility but every time in the singular urgency of a here and now" (Rogues 90; Politics 105). The concept of democracy as inclusion runs counter to particular exclusive democracies and is irreducible to them, but each is impossible except in the terms of the other: to be inclusive a democracy has to take actual, limited, exclusive form. To be responsive to the human being who is its priority, a democracy must be something, it must resolutely and sovereignly decide, closing itself off to further determination; but to be responsive to the human being who could always be different and decide differently, it must also be open, refusing to take on content, to be determined. Only as sovereign and self-determining can a democracy adequately respond to its heterogeneous others. But for it to be responsive is for it to suspend sovereignty and self-determination for the sake of those to whom it responds. Derrida says that democracy "is what it is" or is "equal and proper to itself only insofar as it is inadequate and improper" (Rogues 38).
In this context, the meaning of the term democracy-to-come becomes clear. Derrida says that historicity is intrinsic to democracy (Rogues 72), that it is characterized by an "essential delay … the interminable adjournment of the present of democracy" (Rogues 38). Democracy is never achieved or attained, and, indeed, only in being unachieved and unattained-only in continuing to give itself shape in time-is it democratic. The idea of democracy-to-come points not to any actual future coming of democracy, but to the fact that any actualization of democracy is never sufficient to democracy and must be open to the need to reshape itself in response to what will still appear, open to being shaped by the future participants in its construction. In order to be democracy it must in principle be open to its own transformation, to the possibility that the future will show it its inadequacies, and it is thus open to the possibility of revolution or reform-the possibility that the idea of democracy might demand that it change. It can never abandon this promise and close down the possibility of transformation, which means that it can never be considered achieved, adequate, or fulfilled. There will always be democracy-to-come.
In this, indeed, is found a kind of solution to the tension between determinacy and indeterminacy; upon delimitation in the name of responsiveness to the demands of selfgovernance, this delimitation must be recognized as a restriction of the character of democracy, which is also to be infinitely open, or to be unlimited. A democracy must take up its limits as an issue, question, or problem-it must de-limit itself in the sense of becoming limited, but also in the sense of questioning, challenging, revising, and sometimes removing its limits. This is the practice and labour of democracy.
With the help of Derrida"s framework we can shed new light on Fanon"s conflicting commitments: the one to the nation, which is irreducibly different from, exclusive of, and even disregarding of others, and the other to the hope for a unified human reality, a reality of universal respect and concern, in which all are considered to have the capacity to make meaning, and all have that capacity concretely sustained. As in Derrida, this conflict is not a problem per se, but
Fanon"s answer to the problem of colonization. That is, to be concerned with humanity as such, with freedom, with universal equality, and with "whoever arrives" (Rogues 92), we must be wedded to particular, exclusive contexts and enact a particular people-in Fanon"s words, the nation. In order to be capable of receiving whoever arrives, we have to have at our disposal the conditions and resources for hospitality, a certain kind of sovereignty over the place of arrival. In order to be ourselves capable of being commanded by whoever arrives, we must ourselves be masters. 21 Fanon"s goal is to eradicate the hierarchical, Manichaean division between the haves and the have nots, the creators and the recipients of meaning, and that requires the mobilization of an exclusively and sovereignly constituted people. His project is to undo the damage done by division and partiality, which is a project essentially performed in the name of universal inclusion and cooperation, but that project itself requires division. In order to reintroduce "man in his totality" (Wretched 62, Damnés 107) and "strengthen man"s totality" (Wretched 236, Damnés 302), he says that we must mobilize the nation. Thus is his national consciousness not a full-fledged dedication to one part of humanity over another-it is, rather, energized by the idea of a future reality in which none would be excluded, not even the ex-colonizer, from the capacity to create meaning and value. In other words, he speaks for humanity by opposing it, he speaks against insularity by being insular, against exclusion by excluding.
Fanon, unlike Derrida, does not reflect upon the possibly necessary and constitutive status of this tension between nationalism and internationalism, but to introduce Derrida"s insight into the constitutive nature of this tension-and thus the unachievable nature of a pure universality, democracy, or internationalism-is, I believe, to capture what is at the heart of Fanon"s thinking. The idea of a future universality, internationalism, or universal democracy is, to borrow a term from Derrida, im-possible. 22 On the one hand, it is not a part of individual human capacity, because it involves the inclusion of others and particular human beings could never dictate the terms by which others will be included. On the other hand, however, this idea also makes itself real, in a sense, in our desire, and in the particular things we do in finite contexts; it is present in its effects and its impact on practice, or it is made real in the way that we respond to the "singular urgency of the here and now" (Rogues 90; Politics of Friendship 105); it is the hidden inspiration behind actuality. Thus, while universality, internationalism, or perfect democracy will never come, they are in a sense here or present in the particular actions we undertake in the present for the sake of responsiveness and inclusion.
Both Fanon and Derrida express a commitment to genuine universality in their use of futural language to talk about action and responsibility in the present. Such language must always be futural, for the sake of democracy: it reflects a concern for justice in that it reflects the refusal to delineate characteristics of humanity that would serve to include some and exclude others, and in that to rely on it is to acknowledge the fact that the point of view of the present has been damaged by the appropriation, on the part of some, of the capacity to make meaning for all. Decolonization and the destruction of the Manichaean world will bring forth new human beings, but we cannot speak authoritatively from the point of view of that future-we can only anticipate its possibility, and critically employ, in order to do so, mechanisms that also are oriented toward that possibility, or that are intrinsically characterized by an openness to this future; one such mechanism could be that of democracy. The removal of the Manichaean division will establish the ground for a future sharedness-a new humanism, internationalism, universalism-but this sharedness-to-come is not here now, and thus we see it only as through a glass darkly. The creative "madness" required by any revolution, which in principle cannot be conceived in and through existent terms, is also required here-always before the universality to come has come.
The tension between the indissociable elements of universality and particularity, of open passivity and closed sovereignty, of inclusion and exclusion, keeps the nation a nation of the future, a democracy-to-come. It keeps democracy in front of us as a task that requires labour and persistence; it keeps alive the possibility of meaningful action and responsibility in the present. It keeps alive, and keeps us alive to, the significance of continuing deliberation and discernment with regard to identification of the demos, and responsiveness to its demands. It brings to bear upon us the weight of political and social responsibility, the weight of decision. The idea that every response is both an opening and a closing down of possibility renders deliberation significant, decision weighty, and action serious. 23 The democratic, post-colonial nation, for both Fanon and Derrida, would be mobilized by the values of dignity, justice, and solidarity, and would exist as a concrete and particular site for the satisfaction of universal principles. It would aspire to satisfy those principles, and it would aspire to live in tension with itself as an inadequate vehicle of them, or to live in the practice of self-critique, conscious of its persistent failure, in its particularity, to be faithful to its motivating principles, but also conscious of the significance of its particularity as the only vehicle available for the elaboration of democratic principles. Fanon does this aspiration and this self-critical moment justice when he refuses to say what the post-colonial nation is, preferring instead to observe it come into its own through struggle, and to mobilize its energies by reference to a shared future. In so doing, he carefully closes the door to a Manichaean order and opens a door to an im-possible, futural, and universal internationalism.
Notes
attached to a continuum that presupposes the centrality and pivot-like character of European colonialism.
7 David Hanley describes Fanon"s challenge as that of not only "bringing his nation (Algeria) into existence but of trying to see what the structures of that nation might be" (124). "The nation dominates Fanon"s thought, but never as an end in itself; it is always a means, a stimulus, a question-mark" (131).
8 Anne McClintock expresses a favourable view of Fanon"s attitude toward nationalism. In her view, he warns "against the pitfalls of national consciousness" (122), aware of the "attendant risks of concealing, and thereby exacerbating, the very real contradictions within the strategic collectivity of nationalism-conflicts of class, gender, ethnicity, regional and generational difference" (123), but he also believes that nationalism "gives vital expression to a popular memory of shared suffering and shared refusal" (122-3). McClintock"s own reservations come from what she calls the "gendered character" of nationalisms, and the tendency for them to figure women, for instance, "as mere scenic backdrops to the big-brass business of masculine armies and uprisings," failing to grant women and men "the same privileged access to the resources of the nation-state" (105).
9 Messay Kebede says that, according to Fanon, the rehabilitation of the past is completely irrelevant "to the concrete demands of the struggle ... Those African scholars who assure that precolonial Africa had known brilliant and advanced forms of civilization do not indicate to what extent this discovery is relevant to liberate Africa from its present misery and subjugation. The memory of a glorious past has no power over present disabilities" (543). This point may be put too strongly, however, and we can turn to Thomas King again for a powerful articulation of a counter-point: the idea that to construe all activity after the event of colonization as somehow defined by it is to cut us "off from our traditions, traditions that were in place before colonialism every became a question, traditions which have come down to us through our cultures in spite of colonization," and to construe "contemporary Native writing [as] largely a construct of oppression" (185).
10 With the words "while the iron is hot" Sartre is probably making reference, as Fanon does, to "The Internationale" (see note 1).
11 A prominent critique of Fanon"s reliance on violence is found in Hannah Arendt"s On Violence. A thoughtful, penetrating, and non-reactionary critique of Fanon"s account of violence is found in Anna Carastathis" "Fanon on Turtle Island." While favourable toward certain aspects of Fanon"s account of violence, Carastathis: a) uses Taiaiake Alfred"s argument that "if Onkwehonwe (original people) are to "become warriors again," in the sense that authentically emerges from their cultural, political, and spiritual traditions, this self-transformation must be based on action, not reaction"-or that violence in action is counter-violence … [and hence] reactive," and what is needed is action (89); b) argues that violence may not have "the capacity to target the real sources of colonial oppression, which on Fanon"s account are of a political economic order" (89); c) questions whether his account "pays adequate attention to the gendered dynamics of violence in the colonial situation" (91-2); and d) wonders whether through it can be produced the tools for the construction of a "society beyond violence" (92). Without exploring these arguments in detail, I will simply elaborate Fanon"s justification for violence on its own terms, for several reasons. To begin, to assess such claims from outside of the colonial context is to risk overlooking the fact that one is caught up in or complicit with the violence of colonialism. Fanon, speaking from within the colonial situation, perceives real and profound reasons for violence that are felt and acted on from within that situation, and my goal is to try to bring that situation to life in some way. Further, it is in fact unclear whether his discussion of violence prescribes it, or whether he is merely observing and describing a violence that is already happening and explaining why it is happening. According to Ato Sekyi-Otu, for instance, Fanon"s analysis of violence should be understood as a "dramatic dialectical narrative" instead of "a doctrinal prescription" (4). Finally, my ultimate goal is to explore how a (violent or nonviolent) self-separation can still be the basis of a certain kind of human universality, and so I will orient my argument toward this goal.
